
1 

 

IN THE SUPERIOR COURT OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
Civil Division 

 
 
 
 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA, 
 

Plaintiff, 
 

v. 
 

APPLE INC., 
 

Defendant. 
  

Case No.  
 
 
COMPLAINT FOR VIOLATIONS OF 
THE CONSUMER PROTECTIONS 
PROCEDURES ACT 
 

  

INTRODUCTION 

1. This is an action by the above-captioned Plaintiff, District of Columbia, by and through its 

Attorney General (the “District”), against Defendant Apple Inc. (“Apple”) for Apple’s unfair and 

deceptive acts and practices, which violated the District’s Consumer Protection Procedures Act (“CPPA”), 

D.C. Code §§ 28-3901, et seq.   

2. In short, and as described more fully below, Apple violated the CPPA by, among other 

things, misrepresenting and concealing information about “unexpected shutdowns” or “unexpected 

power-offs” (“UPOs”) affecting its iPhone devices; misrepresenting and concealing information about 

iPhone battery health and performance; and misrepresenting and concealing information about its iOS1 

software updates that slowed or “throttled” the performance of iPhone devices.   

3. Accordingly, the District seeks to enjoin Apple from further violations and to recover civil 

penalties, interest, costs, fees, and all other relief provided by law for Apple’s past and ongoing violations. 

PARTIES 

4. Plaintiff District of Columbia (“District”), a municipal corporation empowered to sue and 

be sued, is the local government for the territory constituting the permanent seat of the government of the 

United States.  The District is represented by and through its chief legal officer, the Attorney General for 

the District of Columbia.  The Attorney General has general charge and conduct of all legal business of 

 
1 iOS is the name of the operating system developed by Apple for its mobile devices, including iPhones. 
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the District and all suits initiated by and against the District and is responsible for upholding the public 

interest. D.C. Code § 1-301.81(a)(1). The Attorney General is specifically authorized to enforce the 

District’s consumer protection laws, including the CPPA, pursuant to D.C. Code § 28-3909. 

5. Apple is a California corporation with its principal place of business in Cupertino, 

California. 

JURISDICTION AND VENUE 

6. This Court has jurisdiction over the subject matter of this case pursuant to D.C. Code § 11-

921 and D.C. Code § 28-3909. 

7. This Court has jurisdiction over the Defendant pursuant to D.C. Code § 13-423(a). 

8. Defendant transacted business within the Washington, D.C. at all times relevant to this 

Complaint. 

FACTUAL ALLEGATIONS 

Apple 

9. Apple is the largest public company in the United States, with a market capitalization of 

nearly $2 trillion and roughly $200 billion in cash and equivalents on hand.   

10. Apple consistently has advertised its iPhones as premium products, with an emphasis on 

speed, performance, and battery life.   

11. Apple, for example, marketed its iPhone 5 as having “blazing fast performance,” a “blazing 

fast A6 chip,” “the world’s most advanced mobile operating system,” “even longer battery life,” an “LTE 

solution that provides blazing fast speeds,” and support for “ultrafast wireless standards,” enabling 

consumers to “browse, download and stream content even faster.”   

12. Apple also claimed:   
 
The all-new A6 chip was designed by Apple to maximize performance and power 
efficiency to support all the incredible new features in iPhone 5, including the 
stunning new 4-inch Retina display-all while delivering even better battery life. 
With up to twice the CPU and graphics performance, almost everything you do on 
iPhone 5 is blazing fast for launching apps, loading web pages and downloading 
email attachments.  

 
(Emphasis added.) 
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13. Apple released the iPhone 6 and 6 Plus devices in September 2014. 

14. Apple advertised its iPhone 6 as having “The Biggest Advancements in iPhone History,” 

“packed with innovative technologies,” including “Advanced Cameras” and a “Powerful A8 Chip,” and 

designed for “blazing fast performance and power efficiency.”  (Emphasis added.) 

15. An Apple press release also claimed:   
 
“iPhone 6 and iPhone 6 Plus are the biggest advancements in iPhone history,” said 
Tim Cook, Apple’s CEO. …  “Only Apple can combine the best hardware, software 
and services at this unprecedented level and we think customers are going to love 
it.” 

16. Apple released the iPhone 7 and 7 Plus devices in September 2016. 

17. Apple later advertised its iPhone 7 as “the best, most advanced iPhone ever,” with “the 

Best Battery Life Ever in an iPhone,” and “packed with unique innovations,” including “advanced camera 

systems,” “more power and performance with the best battery life ever in an iPhone,” “the most powerful 

chip ever in a smartphone,” and more powerful graphics performance, “[e]nabling a new level of gaming 

and professional apps.”   

Unexpected Power-Offs 

iPhone 5 Series Devices   

18. Notwithstanding Apple’s advertising, consumers had begun complaining about unexpected 

shutdowns (internally referred to by Apple as “unexpected power-offs” or “UPOs”) that consumers 

experienced on iPhone 5 devices as early as 2012.   

iPhone 6 Series Devices 

19. Additionally, consumers in 2016 began reporting even greater numbers of UPOs affecting 

newer iPhones, including the iPhone 6 and 6s.   

20. These shutdowns were tied to issues with the iPhone batteries, which would sometimes 

show available power dropping dramatically from 50% to 30% or lower.  

21. Apple confirmed that these UPOs were indeed battery-related, like the prior iPhone 5 

UPOs.  
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22. However, Apple limited the amount of battery information available to its consumers, 

which prevented consumers from being able to ascertain the true reason they were experiencing UPOs. 

23. Apple initiated a recall related to the UPO issue in November 2016 during ongoing 

discussions with the Chinese authorities.   

24. During that time, however, Apple never publicly disclosed that the UPO issue actually 

extended well beyond what Apple claimed was a “very small number of iPhone 6s devices” involved in 

the recall.   

25. Instead, Apple’s statements regarding the extent of the UPO issues in late 2016 were false, 

misleading, and even contradictory, and they were targeted solely to the Chinese market, despite the fact 

that UPOs occurred in iPhones across the globe.   

26. Indeed, Apple’s statement of December 1, 2016, which was published only on the 

company’s Chinese support page, claimed: 
 
After hearing reports from iPhone customers whose devices unexpectedly shut 
down, we thoroughly looked into these reports, and collected and analyzed devices. 
We found that a small number of iPhone 6s devices made in September and 
October 2015 contained a battery component that was exposed to controlled 
ambient air longer than it should have been before being assembled into battery 
packs. As a result, these batteries degrade faster than a normal battery and cause 
unexpected shutdowns to occur. It’s important to note, this is not a safety issue.  
 
… 
 
We also want our customers to know that an iPhone is actually designed to shut 
down automatically under certain conditions, such as extremely cold temperature. 
To an iPhone user, some of those shutdowns might seem unexpected, but they are 
designed to protect the device’s electronics from low voltage. 
 
We looked for any other factors that could cause an iPhone to shut down 
unexpectedly. After intensive investigations, no new factors have been 
identified. We will continue to monitor and analyze customer reports. 
 

(Emphasis added.)   

27. Apple’s statement just five days later, published on the very same webpage, claimed: 
 
We take every customer concern very seriously, including the limited number of 
reports of unexpected shutdown with iPhones. We also want to thank the agencies 
for forwarding concerns to us and their engagement with us. Every time we 
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encounter an issue, we investigate using a thorough process including analyzing 
these devices. We also look at diagnostic information from the broader set of 
customers who have opted in to our standard diagnostic data reporting. When we 
find something, we work to quickly provide our customers with a solution. 
 
As a result of our investigation on this, we found that a small number of iPhone 
6s devices made in September and October 2015 contained a battery component 
that was exposed to controlled ambient air longer than it should have been before 
being assembled into battery packs. Two weeks ago, we launched a worldwide 
program to replace affected batteries, free of charge. We again apologize for any 
customer inconvenience. It’s important to note, this is not a safety issue. 
 
A small number of customers outside of the affected range have also reported 
an unexpected shutdown. Some of these shutdowns can occur under normal 
conditions in order for the iPhone to protect its electronics. In an effort to gather 
more information, we are including additional diagnostic capability in an iOS 
software update which will be available next week. This will allow us to gather 
information over the coming weeks which may potentially help us improve the 
algorithms used to manage battery performance and shutdown. If such 
improvements can be made, they will be delivered in future software updates. 
 

(Emphasis added.) 
 

28. Apple never publicly disclosed what constituted the “small number of iPhone 6S devices”; 

the “limited number of reports of unexpected shutdown”; or the “small number of customers” repeatedly 

referenced in these statements.  Apple certainly had such information, however.   

29. On information and belief, Apple’s worldwide “installed base” of iPhones was roughly 715 

million in December 2016, and millions of iPhone devices worldwide experienced at least one UPO each 

day in late 2016. 

30. Thus, contrary to Apple’s public statements, the UPO issue was not affecting a “small 

number” or “very small number” of users or devices in late 2016.   

31. Instead, the UPO issue was affecting millions of users daily.   

32. Apple’s behavior confirms this understanding, given that it chose to adopt a drastic 

countermeasure that was not limited to a “small number” of devices but was delivered instead to the entire 

installed base of iPhone 6 series devices in iOS 10.2.1 and 7 series devices in iOS 11.2, as described 

below.   
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Battery Replacements 

33. Despite Apple’s attempt to minimize the public perception of the breadth and depth of its 

UPO problems, various consumers and journalists continued to report that the UPO issues occurred far 

more frequently than Apple was admitting. 

34. In the end, the UPO issues came down to a battery problem.  Thus, some consumers were 

able to fix the problem by replacing their iPhone batteries. 

35. Apple, however, never confirmed during the relevant period that a simple battery 

replacement would have resolved the UPO issue.   

36. To the contrary, Apple actively worked to prevent consumers from replacing their iPhone 

batteries (even at full, out-of-warranty cost) unless the batteries failed Apple’s own diagnostic test. 

37. To make matters worse, Apple’s diagnostic test did not account for the problem that Apple 

knew was causing the UPOs.  

38. Thus, Apple was providing misleading information to consumers about the state of their 

batteries and, based on that misleading information, discouraging and preventing battery replacements. 

Throttling 

39. Instead of simply disclosing the UPO issues or allowing battery replacements to resolve 

the UPO issues, Apple developed a scheme that could cover up the UPO issues quietly through an iOS 

software update.   

40. Apple chose to implement an update to the iOS software to limit the phones’ hardware 

performance (e.g., throttle) so that the phones could not demand the power levels that were exceeding the 

abilities of problem batteries, which were, in turn, causing the UPOs. 

41. After the data received from the iOS 10.2 release largely confirmed Apple’s understanding 

of the issue, the company moved forward with iOS 10.2.1, which was first released to the public on 

January 23, 2017, and implemented the throttling with regard to iPhone 6, 6 Plus, 6s, 6s Plus, and SE 

devices.   

42. Apple later implemented throttling for iPhone 7 and 7 Plus devices in December 2017 with 

the release of iOS 11.2.   
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43. As noted above, despite Apple’s repeated statements regarding a purportedly “small 

number” of devices affected by UPOs, the throttling mechanisms in iOS 10.2.1 and 11.2 were delivered 

to Apple’s “entire install base” and were not phone specific—in other words, any phone could be affected 

at any time, depending on a number of factors.   

44. In addition, despite Apple’s statements that the UPO issues did not affect iPhone 8 and 

later devices, the company eventually conceded that it would need to throttle those devices, as well.   

45. In short, the UPO issue was not limited to a “small number” of phones but was instead 

endemic to all iPhones. 

Concealment of Throttling 

46. Again, though, Apple chose to conceal its throttling (along with the underlying UPO issues 

described above) from consumers.   

47. Indeed, despite the significance of the throttling “fix,” the original release or “read me” 

notes for iOS 10.2.1 and 11.2 gave no indication of any anticipated throttling or reduced performance 

whatsoever.   

48. To the contrary, the notes for 10.2.1 referred only to unspecified “bug fixes,” security 

updates, new features, and other “improvements.” 

49. Further, although Apple later quietly amended the iOS 10.2.1 release notes on February 

23, 2017 (one month after the original release date), the amended notes merely reflected that the update 

“also improves power management during peak workloads to avoid unexpected shutdowns on iPhone.”   

50. In addition, the release notes were amended only after more than 50% of users had already 

downloaded the update, such that those users never were prompted to review the release notes. 

51. Likewise, consumers who purchased an iPhone with iOS 10.2.1 (or a subsequent iOS 

version) pre-installed never would have been prompted to review the notes either.   

52. Therefore, the vast majority of affected iPhone users never had any indication that Apple 

had “improve[d] power management,” let alone intentionally throttled the performance of their iPhone. 
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Admission of Throttling 

53. Due to Apple’s lack of disclosures, it was not until mid-December 2017 when several 

sophisticated Apple consumers reported, based on their own research, that iOS 10.2.1 and 11.2 appeared 

to have throttled iPhones.   

54. By December 20, 2017, the public reaction to this news had forced Apple to confirm the 

consumers’ suspicions.  

55. In doing so, however, Apple again provided only vague explanations for its conduct, 

claiming that the iOS updates were intended to “smooth out instantaneous peaks” in performance demands 

for devices with older batteries.   

56. After further outcry, though, Apple finally released a more detailed statement and apology 

on December 28, 2017, ultimately confirming the reports of throttling.  

57. Apple also noted in its December 28 statement that the throttling updates applied to the 

iPhone 6, 6 Plus, 6s, 6s Plus, SE, 7, and 7 Plus, and it attempted to address customer concerns by 

(i) reducing the price for out-of-warranty replacement batteries for these phones from $79 to $29; 

(ii) promising to issue a new iOS update “with new features that give users more visibility into the health 

of their iPhone’s battery, so they can see for themselves if its condition is affecting performance”; and 

(iii) vaguely ensuring that it was “working on ways to make the user experience even better . . . .”  

58. Thereafter, Apple released iOS 11.3 on March 29, 2018, which, for the first time, allowed 

consumers to turn off the throttling mechanism in their iPhones.   

Effects of Apple’s Conduct on Sales 

59. Although consumers eventually learned the truth about Apple’s secret throttling, Apple 

reaped the benefits of that throttling for about a year.   

60. During that time, consumers with iPhones experienced reduced performance, and Apple 

told many of those consumers that their batteries did not need to be replaced.  As a result, many consumers 

decided that the only way to get improved performance was to purchase a newer-model iPhone from 

Apple. 
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61. Apple, of course, fully understood such effects on sales.  When informed of UPO and 

throttling issues, and when given the choice, consumers were far more likely to replace their batteries 

(thus avoiding an unnecessary upgrade to another iPhone) than they had been prior to Apple’s UPO and 

throttling disclosures. 

62. In sum, Apple’s unfair and deceptive acts and practices described above artificially 

increased Apple’s iPhone sales, potentially by millions of devices per year. 

63. Apple recently settled a private class action lawsuit regarding this conduct.   Under that 

proposed settlement, Apple must pay affected consumers up to $500 million. 

CAUSES OF ACTION 

COUNT ONE:  

VIOLATIONS OF THE CPPA 

64. The District re-alleges and incorporates the other allegations of this Complaint as if set 

forth fully herein. 

65. The CPPA is a remedial statute that is to be broadly construed. It establishes an enforceable 

right to truthful information from merchants about consumer goods and services that are or would be 

purchased, leased or received in the District of Columbia. 

66. The iPhones, iPhone batteries, and iOS software releases that Defendant promoted, 

advertised, offered for sale, sold, and distributed to Washington, D.C. consumers were purchased for 

personal, household or family purposes and, therefore, were consumer goods. 

67. The Defendant, in the ordinary course of business, offer to sell, sell, or supply consumer 

goods and, therefore, are merchants. 

68. The CPPA prohibits unfair or deceptive trade practices in connection with the offer, sale 

and distribution of consumer goods and services. 

69. In connection with its advertisement and sale of iPhones, iPhone batteries, and iOS 

software releases within Washington, D.C., and to Washington, D.C. consumers and residents, Apple 

engaged in unfair and deceptive acts and practices. 

70. Such conduct includes but is not limited to: 
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a. Making deceptive representations and misrepresentations about the number of 

iPhone devices affected by UPOs and the causes of those UPOs; 

b. Concealing, suppressing, and omitting material facts about the number of iPhone 

devices affected by UPOs and the causes of those UPOs with the intent that 

consumers rely on such concealments, suppressions, or omissions; 

c. Making deceptive representations and misrepresentations about the health of 

consumers’ iPhone batteries; 

d. Concealing, suppressing, and omitting material facts about the health of consumers’ 

iPhone batteries with the intent that consumers rely on such concealments, 

suppressions, or omissions; 

e. Unfairly discouraging and preventing iPhone users from replacing their batteries, 

when Apple knew that replacing the batteries likely would fix the UPO issue; 

f. Making deceptive representations and misrepresentations about the nature, effects, 

and consequences of iOS software updates; 

g. Concealing, suppressing, and omitting material facts about the nature, effects, and 

consequences of iOS software updates with the intent that consumers rely on such 

concealments, suppressions, or omissions; and 

h. Unfairly precluding iPhone users from declining or turning off the throttling of their 

devices. 

71. Accordingly, Apple violated the CPPA, D.C. Code § 28-3904. 

72. In doing so, Apple acted willfully in that it knew or should have known, at all relevant 

times, that its conduct was of the nature prohibited by the CPPA. 

73. Apple’s unlawful acts and practices in violation of the CPPA were targeted to and affected 

Washington, D.C. residents. 

PRAYER FOR RELIEF 
WHEREFORE, the District of Columbia respectfully requests this Court enter a judgment in its 

favor and grant relief against Defendant Apple, Inc. as follows: 
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(a) Permanently enjoin, pursuant to D.C. Code § 28-3909(a), (i) Apple, (ii) its officers, 

agents, servants, employees, attorneys, and (iii) all persons in active concert or participation with Apple 

or its officers, agents, servants, employees, or attorneys, directly or indirectly, from engaging in the 

unlawful acts and practices alleged herein and from violating the CPPA; 

(b) Order the payment of civil penalties as permitted by statute pursuant to D.C. Code § 

28-3909(b); 

(c) Award the District the costs of this action and reasonable attorney’s fees pursuant to 

D.C. Code § 28-3909(b); and 

(d) Grant such further relief as the Court deems just and proper.  

 

Respectfully submitted, 
 

Dated: November 18, 2020 KARL A. RACINE 
Attorney General for the District of Columbia 
 
KATHLEEN KONOPKA 
Deputy Attorney General 
Public Advocacy Division 
 
JIMMY ROCK 
Assistant Deputy Attorney General 
Public Advocacy Division 
 
/s/ Benjamin M. Wiseman   
BENJAMIN WISEMAN [1005442] 
Director, Office of Consumer Protection 
Public Advocacy Division 
Office of the Attorney General 
400 6th Street, N.W., 10th Floor 

      Washington, DC 20001 
      Tel: (202) 741-5226 
      Email: benjamin.wiseman@dc.gov 
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Washington, D.C. 20001 Telephone: 879-1133

DO NOT FAIL TO ANSWER WITH THE REQUIRED TIME.

Your are also required to file the original Answer with the Court in Suite 5000 at 500 Indiana Avenue, 
N.W., between 8:30 a.m. and 5:00 p.m., Mondays through Fridays or between 9:00 a.m. and 12:00 noon on 
Saturdays. You may file the original Answer with the Court either before you serve a copy of the Answer on 
the plaintiff or within five (5) days after you have served the plaintiff. If you fail to file an Answer, judgment 
by default may be entered against you for the relief demanded in the complaint.

Superior Court of the District of Columbia
CIVIL DIVISION

Civil Actions Branch
500 Indiana Avenue, N.W., Suite 5000 Washington, D.C. 20001 

Telephone: (202) 879-1133 Website: www.dccourts.gov

vs.
Plaintiff

Case Number  

Defendant

SUMMONS
To the above named Defendant:

You are hereby summoned and required to serve an Answer to the attached Complaint, either 
personally or through an attorney, within twenty one (21) days after service of this summons upon you, 
exclusive of the day of service. If you are being sued as an officer or agency of the United States Government 
or the District of Columbia Government, you have sixty (60) days after service of this summons to serve your 
Answer. A copy of the Answer must be mailed to the attorney for the plaintiff who is suing you. The 
attorney’s name and address appear below. If plaintiff has no attorney, a copy of the Answer must be mailed 
to the plaintiff at the address stated on this Summons.

Name of Plaintiff’s Attorney
Clerk of the Court

By 
Address Deputy Clerk

Date  
Telephone

, (202) 879-4828 Veuillez appeler au (202) 879-4828 pour une traduction (202) 879-4828

, (202) 879-4828       (202) 879-4828   
 
 

IMPORTANT: IF YOU FAIL TO FILE AN ANSWER WITHIN THE TIME STATED ABOVE, OR IF, AFTER YOU 
ANSWER, YOU FAIL TO APPEAR AT ANY TIME THE COURT NOTIFIES YOU TO DO SO, A JUDGMENT BY DEFAULT 
MAY BE ENTERED AGAINST YOU FOR THE MONEY DAMAGES OR OTHER RELIEF DEMANDED IN THE 
COMPLAINT. IF THIS OCCURS, YOUR WAGES MAY BE ATTACHED OR WITHHELD OR PERSONAL PROPERTY OR 
REAL ESTATE YOU OWN MAY BE TAKEN AND SOLD TO PAY THE JUDGMENT. IF YOU INTEND TO OPPOSE THIS 
ACTION, DO NOT FAIL TO ANSWER WITHIN THE REQUIRED TIME.

If you wish to talk to a lawyer and feel that you cannot afford to pay a fee to a lawyer, promptly contact one of the offices of the 
Legal Aid Society (202-628-1161) or the Neighborhood Legal Services (202-279-5100) for help or come to Suite 5000 at 500 
Indiana Avenue, N.W., for more information concerning places where you may ask for such help.

See reverse side for Spanish translation 
Vea al dorso la traducción al español

You are also required to file the original Answer with the Court in Suite 5000 at 500 Indiana Avenue, 
N.W., between 8:30 a.m. and 5:00 p.m., Mondays through Fridays or between 9:00 a.m. and 12:00 noon on 
Saturdays. You may file the original Answer with the Court either before you serve a copy of the Answer on 
the plaintiff or within seven (7) days after you have served the plaintiff. If you fail to file an Answer, 
judgment by default may be entered against you for the relief demanded in the complaint.

District of Columbia

Apple, Inc.

Benjamin Wiseman

400 6th Street NW, 10th Floor

Washington, DC 20001

202-741-5226
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TRIBUNAL SUPERIOR DEL DISTRITO DE COLUMBIA
DIVISIÓN CIVIL

Sección de Acciones Civiles
500 Indiana Avenue, N.W., Suite 5000, Washington, D.C. 20001

contra
Demandante

Número de Caso:

Al susodicho Demandado:

Demandado

CITATORIO

Por la presente se le cita a comparecer y se le require entregar una Contestación a la Demanda adjunta, sea en 
persona o por medio de un abogado, en el plazo de veintiún (21) días contados después que usted haya recibido este 
citatorio, excluyendo el día mismo de la entrega del citatorio. Si usted está siendo demandado en calidad de oficial o 
agente del Gobierno de los Estados Unidos de Norteamérica o del Gobierno del Distrito de Columbia, tiene usted 
sesenta (60) días, contados después que usted haya recibido este citatorio, para entregar su Contestación. Tiene que 
enviarle por correo una copia de su Contestación al abogado de la parte demandante. El nombre y dirección del  
abogado aparecen al final de este documento. Si el demandado no tiene abogado, tiene que enviarle al demandante una 
copia de la Contestación por correo a la dirección que aparece en este Citatorio.

A usted también se le require presentar la Contestación original al Tribunal en la Oficina 5000, sito en 500 
Indiana Avenue, N.W., entre las 8:30 a.m. y 5:00 p.m., de lunes a viernes o entre las 9:00 a.m. y las 12:00 del mediodía 
los sábados. Usted puede presentar la Contestación original ante el Juez ya sea antes que usted le entregue al 
demandante una copia de la Contestación o en el plazo de siete (7) días de haberle hecho la entrega al demandante. Si 
usted incumple con presentar una Contestación, podría dictarse un fallo en rebeldía contra usted para que se haga 
efectivo el desagravio que se busca en la demanda.

Nombre del abogado del Demandante
SECRETARIO DEL TRIBUNAL

Por:
Dirección Subsecretario

Fecha 
Teléfono

, (202) 879-4828 Veuillez appeler au (202) 879-4828 pour une traduction (202) 879-4828

, (202) 879-4828       (202) 879-4828   

IMPORTANTE: SI USTED INCUMPLE CON PRESENTAR UNA CONTESTACIÓN EN EL PLAZO ANTES 
MENCIONADO O, SI LUEGO DE CONTESTAR, USTED NO COMPARECE CUANDO LE AVISE EL JUZGADO, PODRÍA 
DICTARSE UN FALLO EN REBELDÍA CONTRA USTED PARA QUE SE LE COBRE LOS DAÑOS Y PERJUICIOS U OTRO 
DESAGRAVIO QUE SE BUSQUE EN LA DEMANDA. SI ESTO OCURRE, PODRÍA RETENÉRSELE SUS INGRESOS, O 
PODRÍA TOMÁRSELE SUS BIENES PERSONALES O BIENES RAÍCES Y SER VENDIDOS PARA PAGAR EL FALLO. SI 
USTED PRETENDE OPONERSE A ESTA ACCIÓN, NO DEJE DE CONTESTAR LA DEMANDA DENTRO DEL PLAZO 
EXIGIDO.

Si desea conversar con un abogado y le parece que no puede pagarle a uno, llame pronto a una de nuestras oficinas del Legal Aid 
Society (202-628-1161) o el Neighborhood Legal Services (202-279-5100) para pedir ayuda o venga a la Oficina 5000 del 500 
Indiana Avenue, N.W., para informarse sobre otros lugares donde puede pedirayuda al respecto.

Vea al dorso el original en inglés 
See reverse side for English original

Teléfono: (202) 879-1133 Sitio web: www.dccourts.gov

District of Columbia

Apple, Inc. 

Benjamin Wiseman

400 6th Street NW, 10th Floor

Washington, DC 20001

202-741-5226



Superior Court of the District of Columbia
CIVIL DIVISION- CIVIL ACTIONS BRANCH

INFORMATION SHEET

CV-496/June 2015

________________________________________         Case Number: ____________________________________

vs        Date: __________________________________________

________________________________________  One of the defendants is being sued
in their official capacity.  

TYPE OF CASE: Non-Jury     6 Person Jury       12 Person Jury  
Demand: $____________________________         Other: ___________________________________

PENDING CASE(S) RELATED TO THE ACTION BEING FILED
Case No.:______________________       Judge: __________________       Calendar #:_______________________

Case No.:______________________       Judge: ___________________      Calendar#:_______________________

SEE REVERSE SIDE AND CHECK HERE     IF USED

Name: (Please Print) Relationship to Lawsuit   

Attorney for Plaintiff

Self (Pro Se)

Other: __________________

Firm Name:

Telephone No.:          Six digit Unified Bar No.: 

NATURE OF SUIT:         (Check One Box Only)

A. CONTRACTS COLLECTION CASES

01 Breach of Contract        14 Under $25,000 Pltf. Grants Consent    16 Under $25,000 Consent Denied  
02 Breach of Warranty 17 OVER $25,000 Pltf. Grants Consent 18 OVER $25,000 Consent Denied
06 Negotiable Instrument        27 Insurance/Subrogation    26 Insurance/Subrogation
07 Personal Property       Over $25,000 Pltf. Grants Consent          Over $25,000 Consent Denied
13 Employment Discrimination 07 Insurance/Subrogation            34 Insurance/Subrogation 
15 Special Education Fees             Under $25,000 Pltf. Grants Consent     Under $25,000 Consent Denied

28 Motion to Confirm Arbitration     
Award (Collection Cases Only)

B. PROPERTY TORTS

01 Automobile            03 Destruction of Private Property          05 Trespass
02 Conversion             04 Property Damage         
07 Shoplifting, D.C. Code § 27-102 (a)

C. PERSONAL TORTS

01 Abuse of Process         10 Invasion of Privacy 17 Personal Injury- (Not Automobile,  
02 Alienation of Affection           11 Libel and Slander         Not Malpractice)
03 Assault and Battery           12 Malicious Interference          18Wrongful Death (Not Malpractice)     
04 Automobile- Personal Injury           13 Malicious Prosecution       16  19 Wrongful Eviction    
05 Deceit (Misrepresentation)          14 Malpractice Legal           20 Friendly Suit
06 False Accusation           15 Malpractice Medical (Including Wrongful Death) 21 Asbestos
07 False Arrest            16 Negligence- (Not Automobile,      22 Toxic/Mass Torts       
08 Fraud      Not Malpractice) 23 Tobacco

     24 Lead Paint       



Information Sheet, Continued 
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D. REAL PROPERTY

09 Real Property-Real Estate          08 Quiet Title     
12 Specific Performance 25 Liens: Tax / Water Consent Granted
04 Condemnation (Eminent Domain)            30 Liens: Tax / Water Consent Denied       
10 Mortgage Foreclosure/Judicial Sale           31 Tax Lien Bid Off Certificate Consent Granted
11 Petition for Civil Asset Forfeiture (RP)

__________________________________        ______________________________

Attorney’s Signature              Date

C. OTHERS
01 Accounting            17 Merit Personnel Act (OEA)

 02 Att. Before Judgment        (D.C. Code Title 1, Chapter 6)
05 Ejectment      18 Product Liability 
09 Special Writ/Warrants
(DC Code § 11-941)          24 Application to Confirm, Modify, 

10 Traffic Adjudication      Vacate Arbitration Award (DC Code § 16-4401)
11 Writ of Replevin       29 Merit Personnel Act (OHR)
12 Enforce Mechanics Lien     31 Housing Code Regulations      
16 Declaratory Judgment              32 Qui Tam

33 Whistleblower 

II. 
03 Change of Name           15 Libel of Information        21 Petition for Subpoena
06 Foreign Judgment/Domestic            19 Enter Administrative Order as      [Rule 28-I (b)]
08 Foreign Judgment/International Judgment [ D.C. Code § 22 Release Mechanics Lien

 13 Correction of Birth Certificate           2-1802.03 (h) or 32-151 9 (a)]      23 Rule 27(a)(1)        
14 Correction of Marriage       20 Master Meter (D.C. Code §     (Perpetuate Testimony)

Certificate      42-3301, et seq.) 24 Petition for Structured Settlement
26 Petition for Civil Asset Forfeiture (Vehicle)      25 Petition for Liquidation

  27 Petition for Civil Asset Forfeiture (Currency)
28 Petition for Civil Asset Forfeiture (Other)  


